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of our dialogue, too, Mr. Speaker. But 
the cost on the southern border of add-
ing another $4.5 billion, getting us up 
to over $8 million in order to try to get 
the promise of security, and what’s the 
tradeoff that comes? The tradeoff is 
they want to promise border security. 
They want to promise workplace en-
forcement by adding to this legislation 
mandatory E-Verify. Now without 
looking at the language, I don’t think 
that language is going to include that 
mandatory E-Verify will even allow the 
employer to check his current employ-
ees. 

What they’re going to say is, if you 
came into the United States and you’re 
unlawfully present in America, they 
under their bill will instantaneously le-
galize everyone who’s here illegally, 
with some exceptions. 
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Some of the exceptions would be if 
you’ve been guilty of a felony, or if 
you’re convicted of three mis-
demeanors, not serious, but three mis-
demeanors, and then, if you have been 
in the United States since December 31 
of 2011. 

Here’s the inadmissible. You can’t be 
admitted for criminal, national secu-
rity, public health or other morality 
grounds. No definition of ‘‘other moral-
ity grounds.’’ 

But if you were previously here be-
fore December 31, 2011. Why is that? 

Well, I think that probably is the 
date when they began talking openly 
about their plan, so they don’t want to 
have the responsibility of being the 
magnet that has attracted people to 
come into the United States illegally 
in order to access the amnesty plan 
that they’re devising in the Senate and 
they’re devising behind closed doors 
here in the House. 

Now, amnesty. Some of them have 
even tried to define amnesty. I’ve con-
sistently defined it, Mr. Speaker. To 
grant amnesty is to pardon immigra-
tion lawbreakers and reward them with 
the objective of their crime. It’s a par-
don and a reward. That’s exactly what 
is in this document that represents a 
summary of perhaps 1,500 pages that’s 
about to emerge in a day or so. 

And if we are to pardon and reward 
and instantly legalize everyone that’s 
here in the United States, with excep-
tions of those who have committed a 
felony or those who have three mis-
demeanors, then what are we to ex-
pect? 

Oh, even with this bill, they would 
reach out and say to people, if you 
have been deported, we invite you to 
come back to America and you can 
sign up under our plan that is called 
the RPI plan. It’s a little bit bizarre so 
I didn’t get the—it’s the Registered 
Provisional Immigrant status plan. 

So this country would offer such a 
thing to people who have already been 
adjudicated and already been sent back 
to their home country, bring them 
back. This doesn’t just grant amnesty. 
It reaches backwards and gets people 
that have been sent home, where they 
can wake up in the country legally. 

And by the way, that’s the minimum 
penalty that we can have. If we’re 
going to have any kind of immigration 
law at all in this country, if we’re not 
willing to put people back in the condi-
tion that they were in before they 
broke the law, we have no enforcement 
whatsoever. There will be no deterrent 
whatsoever. 

And they would ask us to believe 
that, after they instantaneously legal-
ized everybody that’s here in America, 
that they would slowly pick out those 
who were felons and those who have 
been convicted of three serious mis-
demeanors and slowly send them back 
to their home countries. 

They would also ask us to believe 
that there’s a longer waiting period 
and a more difficult process to citizen-
ship, so it’s not a path to citizenship. 

Well, the first thing is, a green card 
is a path to citizenship. And a path to 
a green card is a path to citizenship, 
just as surely as a green card is a path 
to citizenship. 

And they would have us believe that, 
in the period of 5 or 10 years, depend-
ing, if they haven’t reached operational 
control of the border, that somehow 
this whole thing falls apart and there 
wouldn’t be this promise of amnesty 
any longer. 

So can anyone imagine, after the dec-
ades of not enforcing immigration law, 
if this Congress instantaneously legal-
ized everyone who is here, with excep-
tions, that after a period of 5 to 10 
years of the failure of enforcement—re-
member that promise of enforcement 
that Ronald Reagan couldn’t keep? 

After 5 to 10 years of the failure of 
enforcement somehow there will be a 
change of heart and there will actually 
be enforcement of immigration law? 
No. 

In fact there’d be a promise, if a bill 
like that is passed, that there would 
never be enforcement of immigration 
law, that this would be the most recent 
amnesty, and that anyone who could 
come in the United States and live in 
the shadows would eventually be the 
beneficiary of the next amnesty, at the 
price of the rule of law, Mr. Speaker. 

And when I make the point for them, 
take a deep breath, step back, look at 
this thing, get it in focus, turn it into 
focus, they say, well, we recognize that 
maybe this doesn’t do the things 
electorally on the path of political ex-
pediency that we would like, but we 
have to start the conversation. 

Can anyone point to a successful 
model in history where any culture, 

any civilization, let alone the unchal-
lenged greatest Nation of the world, 
sacrifices the rule of law, a pillar of 
exceptionalism, in order to start a con-
versation? 

That’s what’s happening coming out 
of the Senate tomorrow, Mr. Speaker. 
That’s what some would like to see 
happen here in the House of Represent-
atives very soon. That’s what I will re-
sist very vigorously. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 35 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 
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AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. FOXX) at 6 o’clock and 1 
minute p.m. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 624, CYBER INTELLIGENCE 
SHARING AND PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 113–41) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 164) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 624) to provide for the 
sharing of certain cyber threat intel-
ligence and cyber threat information 
between the intelligence community 
and cybersecurity entities, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of ill-
ness. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. WOODALL. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 2 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
April 17, 2013, at 10 a.m. for morning- 
hour debate. 

h 
EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Official Foreign Travel during the first quarter 
of 2013 pursuant to Public Law 95–384 are as follows: 
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